Abstract
Introduction
Each region or economy is characterized by unique features and prerequisites for development that eventually result in regional disparities in the context of the investigated area. However, development assumptions as well as the dimension of policies change over time. Based on these facts, the question is the extent and appropriateness of policies. Different theories of development are constantly discovered that are in some cases complement but often compete. Thoroughly discussed is the correct settlement of a policy, hence its focus on a specific territory or a certain type of economy. As McCann (2013) stated, it is important to define exactly where policy measures are directed, since it will "determine the nature of the policy, its implementation and its evaluation."
The objective of the European Union regional policy is to promote the development its regions, while the support is distributed according to the classification of NUTS 2 areas within the nation states of the transnational grouping. The territory of the European Union represents a huge area with a variety of regions. However, the question is whether the system of the support distribution based on NUTS 2 level is really appropriate. In this regard we find differences in the perception of development at transnational and national level. Region, which is considered to be developed in European Union, does not necessarily mean developed within a particular country, and vice versa. Therefore, the motivation of the paper is to look at the distribution of support and application of the principle of concentration at lower than NUTS 2 level, such as in regional and local units.
In this context, the current article presents an evaluation of the European Union regional policy implementation. We focus on the regional distribution of the European resources and approach this from the view of the principle of concentration. In the first part of the article we provide a brief theoretical literature review on different aspects of the distribution of support resources. The following chapters are devoted to the methodology and results of the research, hence an assessment of the territorial distribution of primary education support in Slovakia.
Theoretical framework of the research
The first section deals with the theoretical framework of the research carried out, concerning regional development in the European Union and the distribution of its support. Special attention is paid to the principles of the provided funds, particular chapter is to the principle of concentration and its application devoted.
Regional Development in the European Union
The basic task of promoting the development is the problem solving and meeting the needs of people living in a given area. This can explain the vague issue of the development support and its importance for the whole society. Therefore, the task of policy is to solve problems and eliminate obstacles to development. In this context, plays an important role the spatial respectively geographical aspect. This may be the development support in towns or cities, counties, regions, states as well as in transnational groupings. Accordingly, the support measures are made at different political levels -then called policy implemented at the local, regional, national and transnational. In addition to the territorial aspect, equally important role is played by a content site what is nature of the support measures. It depends on the type of problem to be solved or on the supported socio-economic area.
The territory of the European Union (EU) brings together diverse regions of 28 member countries. The main objectives of the functioning of the EU include the promotion of economic, social and territorial cohesion. This cohesion is an expression of solidarity between the member states and EU regions provided through the so-called cohesion policy, which includes the EU regional policy. Various authors highlight different policy objectives, such as reducing disparities between poorer and richer regions in the context of their income and wealth (Lima and Carnedete, 2008) , in terms of creating harmonious development of the whole of the area (Mohl and Hagen, 2010) , which is realized through main the instruments of the EU -the Cohesion Fund and the Structural Funds. These objectives are pursued both at national and regional level (Bachtler and Wren, 2006) , with constant emphasis on increasing the competitiveness of these areas (Mairate, 2006) . The uniqueness of regional policy is growing with the increasing number of member countries, growing impact of interventions as well as their weight in the budget of the EU. The European Union integrates both developed and underdeveloped regions, which vary in different levels of development accompanied by several problems. This extent and impact of EU regional policy necessitates the evaluation of the implemented support measures in this diverse area (Folmer and Nijkamp, 1986 ).
Distribution of the EU Resources
Huge variety of studies in the academic and scientific literature as well as in political practice is dealing with the development, implementation and evaluation of EU regional policy. It is connected with a wide-ranging debate on the shortcomings of the mechanism of this policy. A major problem is the lack of interest of political authorities on the results and impact of support measures, particularly in the longterm aspect i.e. the sustainability effects of the aid. Significant part of these studies have a critical nature regarding to the low disbursement of available resources, condemning corruption and cronyism in decisions on the distribution of funds as well as a criticism of the enormous waste of resources.
In order to improve the implementation of assistance came a requirement from the European Union, as the Barca report from 2009, "An Agenda for a Reformed Cohesion Policy. A place-based approach to meeting European Union challenges and expectations". This report provides problem solving from the specific aspect of the local oriented development policy, the "new paradigm of regional policy". For the purpose of implementing the reforms and the possibility of recovery is necessary to distinguish regional policy interventions that are designed to meet the objectives related to income growth and economic growth and regional policy interventions designed to reduce disparities within the EU, its member states and their regions. In connection with the issue of evaluation of EU regional policy in these areas it is necessary to highlight the new approach of monitoring the results of interventions, promoting flexible and innovative utilization of EU funds in terms of strengthening the policy principles and improving methods of evaluation of the EU assistance implementation (Barca, 2009 ).
Distribution of support from the EU works on the basis of different principles and rules. Based on the fulfillment of these principles and rules can be the EU regional policy evaluated. According to this aspect is analyzed, for example, filling the principle of concentration, specifically the territorial concentration in providing the support (Crescenzi, 2009 ), the principle of programming (Mairate, 2006) , as well as the principle of partnership in the implementation of EU regional policy (Dabrowski, 2011) . There is also included the principle of additionality, according to that EU funds may not replace member states expenditures (BIS, 
The Principle of Concentration
With regard to the geographic distribution of the EU resources often raises the question of correct adjustment of support measures. Individual approaches emphasize that the majority of funds should go to the less developed areas (Crescenzi, 2009) , however, it is also necessary to carry out the distribution of funds under the so-called growth poles, which are the engines of growth in a particular regional economy (NSRF SR, 2011).
The principle of concentration is about concentrating the resources ´for efficient and effective projects, themes and territories´ in order to Concentration of resources means that the greatest possible assistance (usually 70%) should be directed to the poorest areas, the concentration of effort explains the focus on certain topics. Concentration of spending is talking about the so-called n+2 rule, which means the resources must be used up within two years after their allocation (Inforegio 2014). In the current paper we focus on the territorial aspect i.e. the principle of concentration of resources witin the Slovak Republic.
Regional policy of the EU is implemented on the basis of geographical division according to the given NUTS 2 regions. Regarding specifically Slovakia, we are talking about four NUTS 2 territorial units. These regions are too large to evaluate the fulfillment of the principle of territorial concentration could objectively. The particular NUTS 2 regions are internally homogeneous, the different parts have different problems and development conditions. Certain parts of the National Strategic Reference Framework for the Slovak Republic (NSRF SR, 2011) refers also to the NUTS 3 level, but it is still too high geographical level for the evaluation of the distribution of funds, therefore, in the present article we will discuss regional distribution of the implementation of EU resources and its concentration in various territorial levels for the case of primary education support in Slovakia.
Research methodology
Education support and creation of appropriate conditions for education are among others the fundamental pillars of regional development. This facts underline the strategic documents of the EU The main objective of this article is to conduct an evaluation of the distribution of aid financed by the EU regional policy on the case study of primary education support on the basis of various criteria. Therefore, the first research question is whether the principle of concentration is also applied at lower territorial levels than required by the EU. Continuously, the second research question is if there are any differences in the fulfillment of this principle between the selected support measures at several territorial levels. For this reason, the first step is the characterization of selected primary education support measures in Slovakia: The measure Education infrastructure was intended to modernize the technical side of education in various educational institutions in Slovakia. Among all types of beneficiaries our analysis focuses on the support of primary schools approved until 2010, which means 636 projects implemented in 487 villages in Slovakia.
The measure called Transforming traditional to modern school is aimed at increasing the quality of the content of education. Even when considering this measure, we will focus on the support which has been approved for primary schools until 2010, representing 191 projects in 151 municipalities of the Slovak Republic.
State Articles
Analysis of individual operational programs, particularly their measures have been carried out on the basis of selected aspects of the distribution of support in Slovakia. The main question is where funds for primary education are concentrated in the Slovak Republic. Based on the data we analysed the number of approved resources in terms of population and number of students. Greater attention is paid to the regional aspects of these characteristics. The analysis includes computations at different territorial levels, i.e. at the level of NUTS 2 and NUTS 3 regions, as well as at LAU 1 (districts) and LAU 2 level (municipalities). The analysis lies on the comparison of the mentioned support measures for primary education.
As an indicator of the development level we have chosen the unemployment rate in 2009 for the purpose of confronting the regional distribution of aid to the level of development of particular territorial units. According to the unemployment level are the geographical units divided to 8 categories Table 1 . 
Research results
In the following chapter we are presenting the analysis of the distribution of resources for primary education financed through the measure of Education Infrastructure (ROP) and on the other hand through the measure Transformation of traditional to modern school (OPE). Of all four NUTS 2 regions of the Slovak Republic these funds are eligible for three NUTS 2 regions, which are considered in the context of EU regional policy as less developed regions, namely West Slovakia, Middle Slovakia and East Slovakia. 2 Regarding the regional distribution of the support among the NUTS 2 regions (Table 2 ), we can conclude that for the technical modernization of primary school (ROP) were much greater resources spent (480 mil. Euros) than for the innovation of the education process through the measure of OPE of total about 23 mil. Euros. The funds of the ROP are among the less developed parts of Slovakia fairly equally divided. With regard to the OPE measure relatively same amount of EU funds were approved for Western and Central Slovakia, but about more of the half of funds were allocated for Eastern Slovakia, that is considered as the least developed part of the country. If is dealing with a much more objective indicator, what this means resources per capita, while the average ROP falls on one inhabitant approx. 160 EUR, in the case of OPE it is just a little more than 12 euros. These differences in the amount of support occur because of the financial intensity of technical modernization of buildings of primary schools and provision of information and communication technologies (ROP) compared with less intensive financing of the reform of learning opportunities (OPE) by procuring didactical tools, textbooks and training. Regarding the differences between regions, the highest amount of funds of ROP falls on 1 inhabitant in the Middle of Slovakia, most funds of OPE in Western Slovakia. The analysis of the distribution also includes calculation at lower territorial levels, particularly in the next case at the level of the seven eligible NUTS 3 regions of the Slovak Republic (Table 3) .
When looking at the regional distribution on the basis of NUTS 3 areas, we can also observe some regional disparities between the various regions of Slovakia. Regarding to the ROP, the lowest resources per inhabitant are allocated in the Nitra and Košice region (127 Euros) and the most on one inhabitant fall in Prešov region. When talking about the OPE, the highest aid heads residents of Trnava region. Nearly half of that amount falls per capita in Banská Bystrica region of 10 Euros. Based on these experiences is adequate to look at the distribution of funds at a lower level of statistical districts (level LAU1). For more detailed examination of support for education, it is appropriate to analyze the distribution of funds accruing to the pupil. Figure 1 serves an illustration of the distribution of technical support for the modernization of education through ROP Measure 1.1 Infrastructure of education in Slovakia. The highest rate for pupil is in the district Nové Mesto nad Váhom, where we are talking about more than 2,318 Euros. Similarly, high resources per pupil could be found in districts Ilava, Sabinov, Stará Ľubovňa, Myjava, Bytča and Dolný Kubín and in the center of Eastern Slovakia in the district Gelnica. Conversely the least resources are observed in the districts of Košice and Banská Bystrica, in which, despite the large number of approved projects is the value of ROP support per pupil between 70 to 270 euros, which can be explained by the high population density and a high number of primary schools in these towns.
State Articles
Among the districts with relatively similarly low value per pupil belongs to districts of north of the country -Púchov, Považská Bystrica, Partizánske, Martin a Turčianske Teplice and Bánovce nad Bebravou. But according to the territorial division at the level of (statistical) districts, therefore we cannot see a clear pattern of geographic distribution, thus it is not possible to say with certainty that it would be the greatest resp. smallest amount of support directed to a particular part of the country.
Even in the case of the measure 1.1 Transformation of traditional to modern school (OPE) were the amounts of grant per pupil at LAU 1 level analysed (Figure 2 ). The highest resources of OPE per pupil were observed in districts Medzilaborce, Bytča, Ilava, similarly as in the case of ROP measure. We can speak about similarly high levels of resources per pupil in districts Poprad, Turčianske Teplice, Gelnica and Prievidza, where the amounts of support per student were more than 100 Euros. No OPE funds were directed to districts of Partizánske, Dunajská Streda, Hlohovec, Revúca, Senica, Banská Štiavnica a Dolný Kubín. With regard to the lowest values we find them mostly in the districts of the central and western parts of the country. Among the districts with the lowest amount per pupil belong Rimavská Sobota, Sabinov, Piešťany a Veľký Krtíš. Similarly to the first analyzed measure, nor here we cannot see a clear pattern of geographical distribution of support within the Slovak republic.
The following Table No .4 provides a comparison of both analysed measures of ROP and OPE per student. For both measures we present ten districts with the highest and lowest amounts of support per pupil. For each district is assigned a variable degree of development, for which we chose the unemployment rate. The table contains the number of the category of unemployment (U_C), the number 1 is a group of districts with the lowest unemployment level and the number 8 with the highest unemployment level. With regard to the ROP Measure 1.1 Education Infrastructure, the smallest amounts per pupil are found on the territory of most developed districts, which may indicate the fulfilment of the principle of concentration, i.e. focus on the least developed area. If is dealing with a top funds, there is a preponderance of the most developed districts, thus indicating the possible distortion of the principle of territorial concentration.
Regarding the second measure of OPE 1.1 Transformation of traditional to modern school, the smallest but also the highest amounts can also be found in the least but also in the most developed areas, which in turn means non-compliance of the principle of territorial concentration. This result may be explained by application of another principles of the distribution in the certain circumstances, what means that the system of the EU support is probably working on the basis of other requirements as the principle of concentration within NUTS II regions. On the other hand it may also indicate allocation of support resources for primary education is not primary driven by supporting the most lagging parts of supported regions.
In this respect it is important to note that resources per student are much higher in the case of the ROP measure, where the highest values oscillate between 2,500 to 1,500 euros. Regarding OPE measure, we are talking about much lower values ranging from 300 to 100 euros. Similar behavior was also observed by expenditures at the lowest values of analyzed measures. As mentioned above, this is probably due to the fact that capital spending on reconstruction of buildings in case of ROP are much higher than spending on textbooks and other equipment in the case of the OPE measure.
Next, we look at an even lower geographical level, at the level of individual municipalities, which have been from the analyzed sources supported (Table 5) . The table provides a division of supported municipalities and project according to the size categories of the supported municipalities. Source: ROP and OPE.
Based on this division can be said that relatively more ROP projects were implemented in smaller municipalities, and relatively more large municipalities were supported through OPE measure, which means that technical reconstruction was primarily implemented in villages, while the innovation of the educational process was carried out in major cities within the sample of supported governments.
Further we selected the first 10 municipalities that received the highest amount of support per inhabitant within a given measure for primary education and we compared it with the overall average EU resources in the supported municipalities. Firstly, we again observed multiple differences in the amount of funds per capita in comparison of ROP and OPE measures. Secondly, we can see that for both measures received the largest amount per capita small municipalities or villages up to 2000 inhabitants. This may mean that the smallest municipalities are most in need of funds. However, if these amounts are compared to the average, these are excessively large projects compared to the size of the village for both the measures examined. Regarding the category of development in ROP measure we can see that the highest per capita resources are located in the villages of the less developed and also in most developed parts of Slovakia. Regards to the OPE measure rather the middle category of unemployment can be seen. Hence, two villages received the highest per capita resources from the most problematic areas in Slovakia with more than 33% unemployment rate. Also interesting finding is that two municipalities in Slovakia are in the top ten in the OPE and also ROP measures. The villages Koškovce and Šarišské Bohdanovce received one of the highest resources per capita as well in technological modernization (ROP) as regarding to the support for innovation of the educational process. Concluding it can be stated that even at the lowest level we cannot see a clear pattern of support for the least developed regions, therefore it is unable to talk about the application of the principle of concentration in the distribution of EU resources.
The summarizing table No. 7 demonstrates the distribution of total funding based on the selected indicator of development (unemployment rate). Based on the results of these calculations, we can conclude that in most cases the share of the distributed resources corresponds to the percentage of the population in the unemployment category. It means, for example, that in the most disadvantaged areas of category No. 8 lives 4% of the population and also 4% of all sources of ROP was to this category allocated. On the other hand, we can observe that the majority of resources was implemented into the most developed parts of the monitored area. This fact is true for ROP funds as well as for OPE measure, which ultimately means that we cannot talk about a distribution of resources to the least developed areas, thus not clearly filling principle of territorial concentration, rather more about a concentration of resources on the basis of the location of population in the country.
Conclusions
In the presented paper we examined the regional distribution of primary education support financed by the European Union in Slovakia. The territorial distribution of support is primarily monitored at the level of NUTS 2 regions, based on which the whole EU regional policy is carried out. In the current article we tried to explore the distribution of the EU funds at the lower territorial levels.
The first important finding is that there are huge differences in the amount of support. While for the technical modernization of primary schools has been allocated 480 million euros, for the innovation of the content of educational process only 23 million euros. This is also reflected in the amount of support per capita and per pupil. On the one hand, this is understandable as technical upgrading certainly requires higher investments such as textbooks. As to the amount, however, is related to another conclusion to the analysis. We found that resources per student are much higher in small towns than in large cities. It is also important to note that most of the technical modernization took place in smaller municipalities, but the modernization of the content of educational is rather typical for large cities.
Regarding the territorial distribution of support, fulfilment of the principle of concentration was observed mainly on NUTS 2 level that is controlled and required by the regulations of the European Union. On the territory of eligible three NUTS 2 regions of Slovakia, called by the European Union as less developed areas, are the resources equally distributed, so the less developed parts are not prioritized. When examining the NUTS 3 level, we found differences in the distribution of support among the various territories. However, it is possible to say that we see a certain level of application of the principle of concentration, the highest total funds were reallocated in the least developed region of Prešov, but similar amounts were implemented in more developed regions, too. This is why we have to draw attention to the comparison of the support distribution at the local, regional, national and international level. The lower the level, the higher regional differences and the less perfect system of support provided.
Regarding the lower level of districts, we have not identified a clear pattern of concentration of resources neither in terms of territorial levels nor in terms of development level. It is therefore not possible to talk about the application of the principle of concentration. An analysis at the lowest possible level of supported municipalities was undertaken. We analyzed the top ten municipalities where the most resources per capita were allocated. Highest resources (within the analyzed sample) are receiving the smallest municipalities. In these villages was an excessive amount per capita found, which may imply an inefficient use of the funds of the European Union. Regarding the application of the principle of concentration are the funds unequally flowing into the more advanced and less developed municipalities in Slovakia, what is true for both examined measures of education support.
Definitely, it is important to remember that not every priority axis is geographically or territorially based. Sometimes aid distribution rather depends on other factors of development. The support can be set based on the number of schools, number of pupils or on the basis of the so-called growth poles in the Slovak Republic. For this reason is important to further examine the distribution of funds since education is one of the basic pillars of the development.
